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Introduction

thﬁi:ig is more American than reforming education through reports
prepared by blue-ribbon commiittees. From the Committee of Ten in
the late nineteenth century down to the blizzard of reports initiated
in 1983 by A Nation a: Risk, we have seen panels of experts attempt-
ing to identify the ills of elementary and secondary schools and to
propose “needed” changes. Historically these proposed char,;;es usually
have focused on the school curriculum; but in recent years attention
also has been directed to merit pay and teacher evaluation, the aca-
demic quality of those who enter teaching, the working conditions
of teachers, and other issues related to teachers and the profession
of teaching. S S . S

Once teachers became the object of national reports; it was inevitable
that teacher education would come under the scrutiny of the reformers.
Those teacher education reports are now out; including such efforts
as the National Commission for Excellence in ‘1'eacher Education’s
A Call-for Change in Teacher Education, the Southern Regional Edu-
Education and the Schools, and the California Commission on the
Teaching Profession’s Who Will Teach Our Children ? There also have
beer. numerous réports commissioned by governors and state depart-
ments of education.
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_Those committees that have proposed reforms in teacher educa-

tion want the reader to accept their proposals and to work to put
these proposals into practice. The committee’s role is to propose; the
reader’s role is to accept and to implement: But problems arise: Not
all of the teacher education reform rports contain the same recom-
mendations. Moreover; some of the recommendations are in conflict
with onie anothier. Even if these recommendations were not in con-
flict, there still is the problem that more recommendations are made
than can possibly be implemented. Thus, decisions must be made about
which recommendations are most important and ought to be given
priority. Further, recommendations are made that often go beyond
the power and authority of those involved in teacher preparation to
implement. Because of differing and often conflicting reform
proposals, large in number and wide-ranging in scope; the reader must

sort through these recommendations and determine which ones merit
support. o e
_ A major purpose of this fastback is to provide the reader with a

framework for analyzing and evaluating the soundness of teacher edu-
cation reform proposals. This framework will take the form of key

questions with which the thoughtful consumer can address the vari-

ous proposals in the reports. These questions cover five areas: 1) prob-

lem definition, 2) solutions_proposed; 3) rationale for the problem
definition and proposed solutions; 4) feasibility of solutions; and
5) underlying assumptions. The specific questions are discussed in
the next section, along with a rationale for why each of these ques-

tions is an important part of a framework for analyzing teacher edu-
cation reform reports. -
I shall apply this framework to the three reports currently receiv-

ing the most attention: NCATE Redesign; the Holmes Group report,
Tomorrow’s Teachers; and the Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as
a Profession report, A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 2ist Cen-
tury. 1 shall summarize the essential elements of each of these re-
form reports and then assess each report using the key questions from

the framework. By using the key questions in the framework and ap-
plying them to each of the three reports, the reader can check the
author’s analysis and conclusions.
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) A second major purpose of this fastback is to show how the analytlc

reports can be used to assess the recommendatrons contained in any
teacher education reform report. By using these three reports as
models, it should make it easier for the reader to see how to use the
framework in analyzmg other teacher eduranon reform reports. In

questlons about the various reports as Idoon the specific recommen-
dations contained in any of the reform reports.

Even though there have been a number of reports proposing re-
forms in teacher education over the years, the professronal teacher
preparation curriculum has remained essentxally the same for more
than 50 years: Foundations courses in educational psychology and
the hrstory and phrlosophy of education are followed by so-called
methods courses, which in turn are followed by pracuce teachmg

Keepmg in mind the long-term stabrlrty of the structure and content

of the professronal cumculum, I think that we ought not become overly

concemed about the current reports unless there are compellmg

reasons o suggest that therr proposals are extremely 1mportant In

the past, reports have come and gong, to little lasting effect. We must

therefore have a framework of analytical questions with Whrch to

separate banal recommendanons from significant ones. It is to this

framework of questions that I now turn.
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A Framework for Assessing Reforms
in Teacher Education

Tﬁé framework I propose has five major questions, each of which

focuses on some aspect of the way the problem is defined and the
way solutions to that problemr are proposed and explicated:”

L. Problem definition. What are viewed as the central problems with
the current approach to teacher education? ,

2. Solutions proposed. What solutions are proposed to overcome
the identified problems? S

3. Rationale for problem definition and proposed solutions. Is there
reasoned argument to defend why the problem is defined the way it
is? Is there reasoned argument to explain why the proposed soliitions
are an appropriate and prudent response to the identified problemis?

4. Feasibility of solutions. Is it possible for the proposed solutions
to be implemented? Is there a series of steps or a plan outlinied by

which we can move from the current teacher education program to

the proposed new program?

5. dssumpiions. What, i any, assumptions are made by the propo-
nents of a particular reform proposal? These assumptions may apply
to either the problem definition or the proposed soliitions, or they

may underly the entire teacher education reform proposal.

In the remainder of this section I shall discuss the meaning of each

of the key questions and give examples, when appropriate, to clarify

the significance of the five key questions:
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To ask what are the central problems with the curfent approach to
teacher educatlon is to raise the question of what issties @ particular re-
form proposal is addressing. Often these problems are explicitly ideriti-
fied, but soitietimes stich problems can be inferred only by examining
proposed solutions. For example, when the Holmies Group proposes
that elementary teachers should have miore in- depth study of subjects
comimonly taught in the elementary school curriculum, then the prob-
lem being : addressed is the alleged lack of subject-matter knowledge of
the typical elementary teacher. In thrs case, the link between a root
problem and its solution is so clear that the problem being addressed
is self-eviderit. But in other cases the link between a proposed solu-
tion and a root problem is not so obvious. For instance, the Carnegie
Task Force proposal that a National Board for Professronal Teaching
Standards be created is a solution that might be linked to several differ-
ing ways of ldentlfymg a problem (for example the need to standardlze
what it means to be a teacher the need to use outcome measures to
deﬁne good teachmg, and 50 forth) Thus, the reader must sometirmes
press to be sure that the centml problems are exphcrtly identified before
moving to the second question of 1dent1fy1ng solutions.

What solutrons are proposed to overcome the 1dent1ﬁed problems"
Generally thrs question is the easiest of the five to answer, as most
reform reports are organized around an agenda of answers: NCATE
Redesign, for instance, proposes five groups of standards that are to
be used for Judgmg the guality of teacher education programs; the
Holmes Group report endorses five ‘major guais Usually all the reader

has to do to identify the solutions is to analyze carefully the structure

of the report:

The third question, zbout whether there is reasoned argument to

support the way the problem is defined and the specific solution or

solutions proposed; is more difficult: The first two questions concen-

trate on being clear about the nature of the problem and of the pro-

posed solutions; the third question looks at how good a case is made

both for the parttcular way the problem is defined and for the sotu-

tions proposed:

There is no ready formula for deciding what constitutes a reasoned

argument: In the case of problem definition, a reform report ought

TR §



to offer, at the least, some evidence that the problem is a real one.

In the earlizr example concerning the subject-matter knowledge of

elementary teachers; it should be reasonable to expect the Holmes

report to provide détii on the alleged lack of knowledge of the typical

elementary teacher: These data might be i in the form of comparative

test scores, snrveys of typical content courses taken by elementary

teachers-ln-ualnlng, or some other form of relevant evidence. But

in addition to data-based evidence, we also should expect a reasoned

case for why the identified problem is an important one: Why, for

example; is it important for elementary teachers to know more sub-

ject matter than they currently do: Presumably, more subject-matter

knowledge makes the teacher better prepared to understand and teach

this content to youngsters: Is this claim explained and defended?

When we evaluate reasoned arguments for proposed solutions, we

should look for evidence not only that the solution can be expected

to address the problem topic but also that the solution is logically re-

lated to the identified problem. For example; one of the Holmes

proposals is that teacher preparation be lengthened to include a fifth

or even a sixth year of preparation on the rationale that such extend-

ed preparation would enhance the status of the teaching profession

and ultimately attract more talented people into teachmg Is there a

logical connection between graduate-level teacher education and en-

hanced status for teaching? Further, is there any evidence that ex-

tended teacher preparatlon would attract more talented people 71nto

teaching? Both of these issues are speculative; but assessing them is

critical when deciding whether the Holmes solution of extending
teacher preparation is a wise 0"?,,,,,,,, S
Asking whether a solution is feasible is to question how practical

a solution is and whether there are clearly defined stcps for implement-

ing the solution. This fourth question focusing on feasibility is ofien

asked too soon, before the nature of problems and solutions is clari-

fied or before the rationale for a partxcuiar solution is examined. The

feasibility of almost any major reform in teacher education can be

challenged; for no other reason than that major reforms are difficult

to achieve. Thus I believe that it is wise to suspend questions of feasi-
bility until problems and solutions have been thoroughly evaluated:
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But let us not prematurely reject reforms just because they are hard
to accomplish. . L . o
_ The fifth, and last, question entails what assumptions are made by
the proponents ¢ £ a particular reform. These assumptions frequently
are discussed only briefly. Moreover, tiey sometimes are simply taken
for granted, for example, the assumption that prospective elemen-
+- y teachers need more subject-matter knowledge in ordar to be more
- »ductive purveyors of this knowledge. In reality there is little re-
search evidence to suggest that added study of a subject on the part
unless this study by teachers occurs iii ipper-division courses. Whether
assumptions appear to be ouvious or whether they involve fundamental
blind spots, they merit close exainination to see how accurate they are.
In the next three sections, I shall disciiss three major teacher edu-
cation reforin proposals, keeping in mind the framework of five ques-
tions. Space does not allow applying all five questions to each of the
three proposals. Instead, I shall highlight the questions that often do
not receive much attention, particularly those dealing with problem
definition and examination of assumptions. o
The pattern I shall generally follow with each reform proposal is
to summarize how the problem is defined, outline the major proposed
solutions, offer some critical comment on the logical relationship of
solutions to problems, and evaluate several assumptions that seem
to underlie each reformi report. I shall niot cover the intricacies of prob-
lem definition or the feasibility of solutions proposed, although the
reader is invited to do these kinds of analysis and evaluation.



The Holmes Group Report

In 1983 the deans of schools or colleges of education from 17

research-oriented universities began meeting with the rather modest

goal of trying to find ways to improve teacher education in their own

universities. With some limited external funding; this group was able

to get together periodically over a three-year period to discuss what

was wrong with teacher education in their institutions and how it might

be improved. The number of deans parncrpating in these discussions

grew gradually from 17 to 23; and by the spring of 1985 numbered

39. The size of the group was not the only change that occurred over

the three-year period: Private foundations’ interest in the group’s ef-

fort increased; some deans who were left out attacked the Holmes
Group as being elitist; and a subset of the 39 deans formed an Execu-
tive Board; the group that eventually approved the final report; Tomor-
row’s Teachers. But the most fundamental change during the three
years involved the purpose of the group.

In an early funding proposal; the Holmes deans said their focus
was on identifying and remedying “self-acknowledged problems.” This
proposal readily admitted that a major barrier to improving their own
p’ragra’ﬁis Wés “an apparent disdain for, or at least diéiﬁiérééi iﬁ,

the United States Howcver, by the spring of 1986, when the ﬁngl
report was issued, the mission of the Holmes Group had become the



1nst1tut10ns Indeed the proposed reform extencLed I;eyond teacher
education to include the teaching profession it2If. The Holmes Group,
according to thie report’s preface, “wishes to see nothing less than the
transformation of teaching from an occupation into a genuine
profession.”

In its pursuit of the twm purposes of refomung teache" educatlon
and the teaching profession, the Holmes Group report focuses on five
major goals:

Vlf. To miake the educatlon of teachers 1ntellectually sound
2. To recognize differences in knowledge, skill, and commitment
~ among teachers.
3. To create relevant and defensible standards of entry to the teach-
 ing profession.
4. To connect schools of educatlon with elementary and second-
ary schools in their communities.
5. To make schiools better places for practlcmg teachers to work
and learn.
As I discuss each of these five goals, I will highlight the key recomi-
mendations relevarit to each goal and conirtient on how well these key
recommendatrons (solutions) respond to the problems identified in
the Holmes Group report.

Goal One

To make the educatlon of teachers more 1ntellectually sound calls
for four distinct kmds of knowledge: liberal education, the subject
matter of the teaching field, the literature of education, and reflec-
tive practical experienice. The central recommiendation of thie Holmies
Group is that we need more time to prepare the teacher in these four
kinds of knowledge and that the proper way to obtam this added time
is to restrict the undergraduate years to an improved hberal arts edu-
cation, coupled with expanded study in the subject matter of one’s
teaching field. As a result, a teacher’s professional education will be

s 15



moved to the graduate level, with nothing more than an introductory
education course or two being retained in the undergraduate curricu-
lum; thus eliminating the undergraduate major in education: There
also is discussion concerning improving the quality of liberal arts and
subject-matter study, but the emphasis is on lengthening this study
and moving professional education to the graduate level.

Is this solution of expanded academic study, with professional edu-
cation postponed until graduate level; a reasonable response to the
problems the Holmes deans believe exist in teacher education? The
argument that more liberal arts education is better for teachers does
not make much sense unless the quality of this education is improved
(Tom,; in press). Moreover; improving the quality of the undergraduate
arts and sciences curriculum; which has been resistant to prior at-
tempts at reform; is unlikely when the deans of education proposing
these reforms no longer admit students at the undergraduate level and
therefore no longer can require particular arts and sciences courses
for specific teacher education majors (Mehlinger 1986). In brief; I
am arguing that the length of the program of studies; by itself; is an
irrelevant consideration and that by abandoning the undz:graduate
teacher education program; deans of education lose whatever lever-
age they currently have for improving the quality of arts and sciences
instruction at the baccalaureate level.

_ Furthermore; even if we were to grant that a longer teacher prepara-
tion curriculum is desirable; no case is made in the Holmes Group
report for the sequence of study proposed. Why must study in the
arts and sciences precede study in professional education? Why must
both undergraduate and graduate study come prior to the initial teach-
ing position? Certainly this arrangement fits well with the degree struc-
ture common in the graduate-oriented institutions constituting the
Holmes Group. In other divisions of those institutions, graduate study
in a profession usually comes after initial study in arts and sciences
(engineering; fine arts; and music are exceptions). But teaching is
a profession in which arts and sciences knowledge is not preparatory
to subsequent professional study; rather; it is central to the daily per-
formance of the classcoom teacher. Thus; there is no reason that arts
and sciences and professional education could not be



studied concurrently from the undergraduate years through a master’s

Another possibility would be to have an undergraduate teacher edu-

cation program followed by a few years of teaching e expenence after
which there would be a semester or year-long sabbatical in one or
more areas of subject-matter study and professional studies. This ap-
proach acknowledges that Iearmng to teach is a developmental pro-
cess in which how one views subject matter; students, and teaching

does change after a few years of experience. Moreover, a sabbatical

can be a réjuvenatmg expenence But such possxbxlmes do not fit the

the graduate level and must occur pnor to assummg a teachmg posx-
tion: The Holmes Group proposal limits teacher preparation to a sin-
gle model;, which places the professional course sequence at the
graduate level and also iengthens the time of the teacher education
program. Neither of these proposals is rooted in: a careful analysis
of the problems identified in existing approaches to teacher education.

Goal Two

The second major goal of the Holmes Group report concerns the
recognition that teachers differ in their knowledge; skill, and com-
mitment. Here the Holmes Group is recommending a restructuring
6f t}ié teaching prbféSSidri int6 three léVélS 6f éijtlibtity zihd réé'po’ﬁSi:
respons1b1hty not only for theu' ,own,classrooms but also fgr proy;d;
ing staff development, supervising the classroom work of so-called
instructors; and working in teacher education programs. At the sec-
ond level are the professional teachers who are autonomous teachers
in thé classroom. At the tliird léVél are thé in’sim"ciois, th would
report makes no provxsxon for mstructors to move up to profe,ssxonal
teacher status. Instructors would be under the close supervision of
a career professional teacher.

The professional teacher level w1th a full teachmg certlﬁcate would
be granted only after the completion of a master’s degree. The career

117
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professional teacher level would be greated to teachers whose con-

tinued study and professional accomplish:ments inidicate ouistanding
achievements as a teacher: At the instructor level would be college
graduates who have had “a solid academic background in one or two
subjects” and who can “pass an entrarice exam.” After séveral months
of full-time professionat study, these persons would assume limited

instructional responsibility and would be replaced in a few years by
other instructors. S o
_The rationale for this three-tiered staff structure, with different levels

of responsibility and of pay, addresses two main considerations. First,
by employing instructors we could even out shifts in the supply and

demand for teachers without resorting to the hiting of “unqualified

warm bodies.” Second; the provision for the career professional

teacher — perhaps 20% of the teaching force — creates a career ad-
vancement line for professionat teachers who do riot want to go into
administration or to leave teaching in order to further their careers.

Both of these considerations are valid reasons for establishing a
differentiated staff structure within the teaching profession.

_ At the same time, there are at least two problems with the three-
tier structure proposed by the Holmes Group. While the idea of a
differentiated teaching staff can be traced back to the nineteenth cen-
tury, we have only limited experience in trying these alternative striic-
tures. During the 1950s and early 1960s, a time of teacher shortage,

an stempt was made 0 diferentateth work ofeachers by dvelop-
ing teacher teams headed by “team leaders” or “master teachiers.” Ex-
perimentation occurred at several places arourd the country. Judson

Shaplin and Henry Olds wrote a book on the problems encountered

in creating teaching teams. However, little experimentation has oc-

curred with team teaching in the last 20 years (Keppel 1986), except
for a few isolated attempts such as Individually Guided Ediication and
team teaching in a multi-unit school (Nussel 1986). Thus the Holrties
Group proposal for a differentiated staff structure is largely uritested.

A second problem with the three-tiered structure is that the limited
professional preparation of those at the instructor level could under-
cut the case for the professional status of teaching by lowering efitry

standards. Moreover, teaching in the public schools is considerably

18



more complex thrn the central task the Holmes Group report gives

*o instructors, namely, that they interact with others about a subject

they know well.” Unquestionably, silb_]ect-matter _preparation is es-

sential to teaching shccess, hut to allow large numbers of llberal arts

graduates to teach in public school classrooms, even under supervi-

sion, without significant pedagogical competence in such ares as stu-

dent motivation, subject-matter organization, questioning skills, and

student assessment is quesuonable if not foolhardy I:astly, the use

of a revolving underclass of instructors igrores the importance of staff

stability and the avoidance of status differentials for fostermg col—

legiality, curricular coherence, and the shared purposes that are

characteristic of effective schools (Tom 1986).

I conclude, thersfore; that the rationale for drfferentmting teachmg

roles is incompletz. On the one hand; such = role structure could be

very useful in dealing with the supply-demand shifts of elementary

and secondary teaching; and if thers were significant salary differen-

tials between the levels; there would be a real incentive for keeping

ambitious and productive teachers in the profession: On the other hand,

we have precious little knowledge about how to create workable role

structures that are grounded in real differences in authority and su-

pervisory responsibility: Moreover, the conception of the instructor

and defensible standards of entry to the teaching profession: Essen-

tially; the argument is that in order to ensure the competence of its

members; the teaching profession must develop and implement a se-

ries of professional teacher examinations: The examinations would

assess basic writing and speaking skills as well as pedagogical skills

and mastery of subject matter. Also, prospective teachers would have

to demonstrate their ability to analyze and evaluate a variety of teach-

ing styles, including their own. In order to become a professional

teacher, a candidate would have to have earned a master's degree and

also pass these written examinations and practice-based evalua-

11 19



tions: Essenually, the Holmies Group 1s proposmg that the teaching
professron adopt 4 licensure examination; an approach commonly used
in other professions.

A licensure examination is a srgmﬁcant departure from the approach
currently used in most states. In order to obtain a state teaching cer-
tificate, a prospective teacher generally has {o complete a program
approva’l by the state department of education or by an mdependent

board of teaching. In addition to completing this state “approved | pro-

gram,” some states now require exit tests; but these tests have rarely
been as comprehensive as what is being proposed by the Holmes
Group

While there are lmutatmns to exit or hcensure tests; limitations

readlly acknowledged by the Holmes Group, the deans make a sub-

stantial case for licensure tests as a reasonable way to assure the pub-
lic that teachers possess certain knowledge and skills essential to

becoming competent practitioners.

Goal Four
The fourth ma_]or goal of the Holmes Group report 1s to connect

tionale for strengthemng these trea is that the unprovement and profes-

sionalization of teaching depends on providing teachers and professors

with opportunities to create knowledge about the profession; and on

providing teachers with collegial relationships beyond their immedi-

ate woricmg environment. Also, the improvement of teacher educa-

tion deoends on developmg pedagogical knowledge and reflective

practice in a realistic setting. Thus the Holmes Group recommends

the creation of professronal developmient schools, analogous to teach-

ing hospitals in the medical profession. Siich schools would be charac-

terized by reciprocity (the mutual exchange between research and

pracuee), experimentation and inquiry (a willingness to study and try

new forms of practice), and diversity (a commitment to develop teach-

ing strategles for children with differing backgrounds, abilities, and

learning styles).
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‘The idea of such professional developiniant schools is well-accepted
within mainline teacher education. One of thé earliest rationales for
such schools was outlined in 1967 by Robert Schaefer in The School
as a Center of Inquiry. In the same year Arthur Bolster explicitly called
for these special schools, which would operate on the same princi-
ples as teaching hospitals. And in the 1970s a numbeér of models of
professional development nools were piloted. The Holmes Group
fails to acknowledge these iaodels and rationales, which could have
been used to help substantiate its case.

Goal Five

The fifth and last major goal of the Holmes Group report is to make
schools better places in which teachers can work and learn, This goal
is different from the first four goals, Which involvé improving profes-
sional preparation, developing a differentiated structure of teaching
roles, creating better standards of entry, and connecting schools of
education with elementary and secondary schools. With this fifth goal,
the Holmes Group suggests that the existing structure of schools —
particularly its division of authority between administrators and
teachers — is seriously inconsistent with the nature of the new profes-
sional teaclier to be created by implemienting the first four goals. This
new professional teacher will need less administrative supervision and
Group deans do seem to be cotmimitted to changing the authority struc-
turc and working conditions within the schools to make them more
compatible with the increased authority and responsibility given to
the professional and career professional teachers. o
_ This rationale for rethinking the authority relationships in a school
does seem internally consistent if we accept the first four major goals.
If the concept of thie professional and career professional teacher is
sound, then the role of the school administrator must be reconceptu-
alized. Just as hospital administrators do not supervise the profes-
sional work of physicians, so building prificipals need not supervise
the classroom activities of professional teachers. While the Holmes
Group does not state the issue so baldly, its report clearly presumes
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that the professional teacher will have much more autonomy than ciass-
room teachers currently possess. S
_The five major goals of the Holmes Group are generally ‘worthy

of siipport; several of them represent goals long pursued by many

teacher educators. For example; who opposes making better connec-

tions between schools of education and the public schools; or making

schools more professional places in which to worlg or éréziﬁﬁé rele-

tedchiers miore mtellectually sound? A few 1 may have reservations about

formalizing differences in knowledge, skill; and commitment  among

teachers — perhaps more on grounds of feasibility than that it is not

4 good idea. But the Holmes Group report follows a pattern of con-
verting a goal into a particular structure and then prescribing that struc-
ture as if it were the only way of reaching the goal,

In some cases this tendency creates no special problem, since there
is a broad ccnsensus on the prescribed structure; such as the profes-
sional development school idea. Moreover; the « concept of a profes-
sional development school also is rather flexible, since no particular
form of professional development school is prescribed. Another goai
that is turned into a structiire but has some ﬂexxblhty is the conver-
sion of the entry standards goal into a series of exit tests. Exactly
what types of tests should be implemented is icft somewhat open, and
proper cautions are expressed about the validity of standardized licen-
sure tests.
~ However, in the case of the ﬁrst goal of making the education of
teachers intellectually sound, this broad goal is reduced to a very
specific structure. The structure involves converting the undergraduate
years to liberal arts study and a subject-matter specialty; and post-
poning professional preparation to graduate study requiring a master’s
degree. The undergraduate and graduate structure is rigidly prescribed;
and membership in the Holmes Group requires committing the insti-
tution to that structure and agreeing to implement it — even before
the dlfferentlated staff structuse, to which it is supposed to feed; has
been established. Thus to belong to the Holmes Group one must agree
nor to recommend a teaching certificate for anyone completing an un-
dergraduate teacher education program. These students could; at best;



become short-term instructors: Only students completing the

prescribed undergraduate-graduate sequence are to be recommended

for the professional teacher status; even though that status does not

yet exist: It remains to be seen Whether the Holmes Group has either

the prestige or the political muscle to influence states to asopt the

three-tiered staff structure of imstructor; professional teacher; and

career professionat teacher. Clearly, the Holmes Group must sort

through many sticky questions as a result of its converting a broad

goal into a hypothetical yet specific structure:

Holmes Group Assumptions

I want to comment briefly on two assumptions made by the Hol-

mes Group, both of which seem to be of doubtful validity and there-

fore to pose problems for the overall recommendations: The first

assumption concerns the considerable faith expressed in the Holmes

Group report about the impending artival of a science of education.

To quote from the report: “Reforming the education of teachers de-

pends upon engaging in the complex work of identifying the knowl-

edge base for competent teaching, and developing the content and

strategles whereby it is imparted” (emphasis added): Further: “The
science of education promised by Dewey, Thomdlke, and others at
the turn of the century; has become more tangible. . . . The promise
of science of education is about to be fulfilled.”

Ironically, researchers in those very institutions represented by the
deans in the Holmes Group rarely make such extravagant claims about
the “knowledge base for competent teaching.” Typical of the more
cautious position researchers take concerning the direct applicability
of research findings to practice is that of Christopher Clark and
Magdalene Lampert (1986). After reviewing some of the recent re-
search on teacher thinking, they conclude that the main value of such
research is to reveal some of the complexities of teachmg They note
that recent research on teacher thinking challenges “the image of re-
sééiéﬁ as a source bf éﬁipiriééllﬁ proven and generalizable f)féSéiiii-

teachers understand practice rather than to dictate practice to them.
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When the Holmes Group refers to the knowledge base about com-

pf*tent tea.hmg and heralds the coming science of cducation; there

is reason to doubt thesc claims. There is no single; agréed-oa know!-

edge base on what teaching strategies constitute effective teaching,
nor is there ‘any compelling reason to believe that such a knowledge

base is about to be discovered. What we do know is that researchers

on teaching have tended to underestimate the complexity of the

tea\.hmmlearmng process and that, until recently, many researchers

on teachmg did believe that their ﬁndlngs could be converted into
prescriptions for practice. Thorndike’s faith in a science of education
persisted for many years. Only in thc last few decades have researchers

realized how situation-specific effective teaching is and how depen-

dent ef*‘ectNe teaching is on thie teacher’s ability to analyze students’

thinking processes. Skilled teachers have long known these lessons

of effective teaching.

So what is the significarice of this assumptxon about an lmpendmg

science of educatxon" I would argue that the rc!e of the research-

oriented umversny in improving teacher education is much less im-

portant than e Holmes Group presumes. In many ways researchers

in these institutions merely are rediscovering what thoughtful and

reflective teachers have known for many yezss. To argue that only

those institutions where simplistic, and sometimes misleading; re-

séarch on teachmg was long conducted shoiild now assume the leader-
shlp in refom’ung professxonal teacher education seems quesnonable

A second underlying assumption of thie Holmes Group is that one
cazn advocate a series of reform proposals without any consideration

gwen to what is lost if these proposals are implemented. Specnﬁcal-

ly, what are the hidden costs of implementing the five- to six-year

model of teacher _preparation recommended by the Holmes Group.

There are at least three such hidden costs (Tom, n.d.).

The most troubling hidden cost is that the Very set of | proposals

designed to attract better teachers may actially result in narrowing

the talent pool of prospective teachers. The proposal to extend the

tig}g, reqmred for teacher preparation is more expensive for the stu-

dent: This probably w1ll lead some talented young people to consider
alternative careers that have shorter training periods and have the
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prumise of greater financial reward: I part:cular, we may lose tlented

minority students to other careers at the very time when enroilments

of minority students in our sphools are increasing. I am not arguing

that only minority teachers can be effective with minority youngsters,

but I do see the need for Lalanced teaching staffs with some serving

as role models for minority youth: The Holmes Group report dis-

cusses only briefly the low representation of minorities in the teach-

ing force.

A second hidden cost of impicmexnting the extended teacher pre,)a—

ration proposai is that it will reduce the dxversrty of colleges and

universities offering teacher preparation programs. The type of in-

stitution most hard hit by the Holmes Group proposals is likely to

be the fous-year liberal arts collegc Many of these colleges wili have

to drap teacher education; since they do not offer graduate programs

in education: Historically these colleges have prepared a significant
number of teachers; many of whom have become talented and dedi-
cated professionals: While talented students in liberal arts colleges
might be persuaded to delay their professional stadies until the gradu-
ate years; we do not know whether this would happen. In any case;

the richness and variety of these liberal arts institutions would be lost
to the population of teacher education institutions.

The third hidden cost of mandating a longer teacher preparation
period and requiring a master’s degree is that it has directed the re-

form debate toward procedural and structural issues rather than toward

substantive ones: Lozt in all this discussion and debate cver the one
best structure for preparing tcachers is the key question of what ought
to cornpose the professional studies curriculum for teachers. The cur-
riculum issue has literally been ignored; other than for some vague
statements in the Holmes Group report that more research-based
knowledge on effective teaching ought to be included in professional
studies: As I indicated earlier; this reccmmendation is simplistic and
not even necessarily consistent with the modest role most sesearchers
see for their scholarship. What ought teachers know and be able to
do? This key question has been a casualty in the debate over the rela-
tive merits of four-year versus extended teacher preparation.
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The Carnegie Task Force Report

Uﬂiiice the Holmes Group report; which focuses on teacher educa-

tion, the report of the Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as a Profes-

sion, A Nation Prepared Teachers for the 21st Century, looks at

teacher education only in the larger context of reforming the entire

professiont of teaching. The Carnegie report also differs from the

Holmes Group report in other ways. For example; the Carnegie re-

po"t argues for thc econouuc valae of edacatxon to estabhsh “the prima-

Holines Group report tgnores the purposes of educauon and concen-

trates on the reform of teacher education and the teaching profession.

_ The Holmes Group’s focus on teacher education is understandable

since the group was composed entirely of deans of schools of educa-

tion. By contrast, the 14 members of the Carnegle Task Force in-

cluded two business leaders, two_governors, one state legislator; one

journalist, one consultant, an official of the American Assocxatlon

for the Advancement of Science; two chief state school officers; an

expert on Hispanic affairs, two teacher union leaders; and only one

dean of education. Yet the two groups arrived at similar conclusions

(Keppel 1986).
Neither group is pleased thh the _working conditions of teachers,

although the  Carnegie Task Force places considerably more empha-
sis on specific problems with these working conditions, such as in-
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adequate support staff for teachers, the lack of time for reflection by
teachers, the need for sigmﬁcantly hxgher teacher salanes, the desirabil -

ity of school-site budgeting, and so forth. Both groups endorse differen-

tiated staffing, even though ez each has its own set of labels for the various

levels. And the two reports agree that teachers at different levels ought

to be paid salaries commensurate with the level. Moreover, beth groups

suggest that professxonai teacher t;ducauon ought to be extended into

the graduate school, after the prospective teacher recelyes a bachelor’s

degree in arts and sciences. Yet another commonahty is the call for

professional development schools in the case of the Holmes Group

and clinical schools in the case of Carnegie — both based on the teach-

ing hospital model. Lastly, both groups believe fundamental reform

can occur only if a cluster of reforms is initiated and pursued.

Since there are so many similarities between the reform platforms

of the two groups, it would be redundant to describe and analyze those

Gamegle recommendations that are in essential agreement w1th the

Holmes Group proposals: My evaluation of the Holmes Group’s ra-

tionales for extended teacher preparation and differentiated . staffing

hold true in large part for the comparable proposals made by the Car-

negie Task Force. Instead, I shall focus on the Carnegie proposals

for teacher education that differ substantially from the Holmes Group

recommendations: These differences include some of the central ele-

ments of the Carnegie report, even though they take up only about

10% of the written report:

The Carnegie Task Force’s discussion of teacher education differs

in tone from that in the Holmes Group report. Whereas the Holmes

Group report takes considerable space to discuss the barriers to im-

proving teacher education and to criticize overreliance on simplistic

reforms and naive views of what constitutes good teachmg, the

Carnegie Task Force begins its discussion of teacher education with

the bold statément that “teacher education must meet much higher stan-

dards.” With one broad sweep; the Carnegie Task Force asserts that

teacher education is a mess. Good rhetoric perhaps; but does it ac-

curately describe the condition of teacher education today?

The Carnegie report follows the lead of the Holmes Group report

(released just a few months earlier) by arguing that four years of col-
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lege “ 1s not enough tlme to master the sub_]ects to be taught and ac-
quire the skills to teach them The undergraduate years should be
wholly devoted to a broad liberal education and a thorough ground-
ing in the sub_]ects to be taught Professional ediication, therefore,

should occur at the graduate level. Yet the very next sentence corn-
tains the statement that “an altematlve might be to combine the un-
dergraduate program and a graduatc degree program, gwvarding both
the bachelor’s and the graduate degree.” Cannot the Carnegie Task

Force make up its mind?
The answer, I believe; is not so much that the Carnegie Task Force

is confused as that it is fccused more ofi pursuing broad outcomes

rather than on prescribing a specific set of degree structures. The em-

phasis, accordmg to the Garnegle report; “must be on what teachers

need to know and be able to do.” The mechanism for identifying and

assessing these outcomes istobea newly created National Board for

Professional Teaching Standards, composed mostly of teachers but

also including other education professionals, public officials, and pub-

lic members. The major function of the Board would be to establisk

high standards of teaching competence and issue certificates to teachers

who meet those standards.

__The assessment instruments developed by the Board will stress

knowledge in general education, subject matter, and good teachmg

practices in general as well as for specific sub_]ects Mora)ver, evalu-

ation must include assessment of the candidate’s abllity to motivate

and produce learning in students from many different backgrounds

Assessment techniques would include both formal observatton and

written examinations: Board certification would be an extremely rig-

orous process, possibly leading the holders of tius certiﬁcatton to be

in g[egt demand because of the rationai recognition of their expertise:

Because certification by the National Board for Professional Teach-

ing Standards focuses on expertise — what teachers should know and

be able to do — the Carnegie Task Force apparentiy fecls no need

to prescribe a single model of teacher preparation. The Carnegie re-

port does favor a master’s degree approach to professional education

but also suggésts that alternatives are possxble These alternatives

might include a combined bachelor’s and master’s program that inte-



grates academic and professional work, or programs existing out-
side the university context, or possibly even programs conducted en-
tirely at the undergraduiate level. In a key passage, the Carnegie Task
Force states its belief that programs can be structured in a variety
of ways:
Tying licensure to a single mode of preparation is not the policy the
Task Force would recommend. Schools of education will continue to
play the primary role in preparing the nation’s teachers. Other providers
may turn out to be important Sources of profcssnonal education during

the next decade as demand explodes: : : : States can develop alterna-
tive routes to teacher preparation v whlch meet standards equal to those
in regular university programs. Board certification or an equivalent
performance standard should be the measure of a candidate’s readi-

ness to teach; however he or she is prepared. [emphasis added]

~ Thie reason thie Cariiegie Task Force avoids prescriptions for thie
best striictiire for tedchier preparation is that this quiestion is niot viewed
as the major isste. The major issue is what the teacher she:i:1d know
and be able to do, rega’r’dl’es;s’ of th'e’ strucnrral arrangements of the
cause it gives teacher educatJon iristitutions the latitude to create pro-
grams designed to prepare prospective teachers for the essential
knowledge and abilities to be assessed by the National Board. For-
tunately, the’re’ seems little’ inc’lina’ti’o’n on the’ part of thé Cam’e’gie’ Task

want to elumnate the undergraduate ‘major in education.

I find Carnegie’s focus on essential teacher knowledge and abili-
ties to be a miore substantial goal than the Holmes Group’s concern
with instituting graduate-level professional education infused with
research-based knowledge. The Carnegie focus on teacher prepara-
tion outcomes keeps before us the key question of what is central to
good teaéhlng What ought the good teacher know and be able to do?
The proposed National Board will have to wrestle with what stan-
dards will guide the assessment of its board-certified teachers: All
that the Camegle Task Force recommends in the way of standards
is a good general education, mastery of subject matter, knowledge
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of good teaching practices, and the ability to motivate and foster learn-
ing in students from varied backgrounds. That is as specific as the
Carnegie report gets.

_If the National Board for Professional Teébhiﬁg Standards heeds
the intent of the,Carnegrle report, its assessment will include much
more craft knowledge of practicing teachers than will the profession-
al curriculum envisioned by the Holmies Group deans. The Holmes
Group deans beheve we are on the verge of developing a science of
education that will dramaueally improve the quality of the profes-
sional cumculum By contrast, the Carnegie report regards formal

research on teachmg and learmng as supplementing the knowledge

gamed from the experience of outstanding teachers. The Task Force

is “partxcularly concerned that the [National Board] assessment take
into account the accumulated wisdom of teachers.” In fact, mention

of formal research is almost entirely absent from the Carnegie re-

port, except for discussions of the labor market for teachers and the

improvement of measurement tools (Keppel 1986).

The “accumulated wisdom of teachers” is an extreiriely potent source
of knowledge and practice concerning good teaching, but neither this

knowledge nor practice is codified so that others can draw on the ex-

perience of outstanding teachers:. Only rarely have such teachers for-

mulated what they have learned about effective  teaching into principles

or concepts that can be passed on to others. Indeed, many first-rate

classroom teachers attribute their success to enthusiasm, persistence,

love of children, or other persona] attnbutes that do not distinguish

the good teacher from the good. parent, or even from the good person.

The Carnegie Task Force’s heavy reliance on the accumulated wis-

dom of teachers and its 1ackr of spemﬁmty about stanidards pose many

problems for assessment. Nevertheless, there is considerable power

in the idea that certification be grounded in standards emmphasizing

what teachers should know and be able to do, becauise the focus re-

mains on substantive questions: What is good teaching? How can good

teaching be fostered by the teacher education program? By staff de-

velopment? Of course; there are also the difficult technical questions

of converting specific standards into measurement approaches ap-

propriate for each standard.
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In the Holmes Group report the substantive questions are lost be-
cause the key issue becomes one of adopting a one-best structure of
teacher preparation. Rather than dealing with the substantive ques-
tions of what ooﬁétitiités good téééhiﬁg and good teacher éduoéiioﬁ,

debate over whe;her graduate teachc,r, preparation is better than un-
dergraduate teacher preparation (Gifford and King 1986).

The Carnegie Task Force seems more forthright in dealing with
substantive issues ir teacher education than do the Holmes Group
deans, but there is a major questionable assumption in the Carnegie
report. This assumption is that it is rclatively easy to develop means
for measuring teacher competence based on student performance and
linking that performarice to_teachers’ compensation. In other words;
t'e%iCHe'rS oijght to bé 'r'e'v’vérd'ed fot thé Tesults théjLé’chiéVé in Stiidéﬁt

Foroe does acknovyledge that “no method that we know of for mea-
suring student performance and connecting it to teachers’ rewards is
yet satisfactory,” and that unless the characteristics of the students
are taken into account, teachers will avoid working in those schools
with hard-to-teach students. Even after noting these problems, the
Carnegie report still emphasizes the importance of measuring teach-
er productivity in terms of student learning and downplays the difficul-
ties involved in lifiking teaclier pay to student results.

WIth all this emphasis on measuring productivity on the bas1s of
outcomes I beheve the Camegle Task Force 1s mcons1stent in 1ts ar-
trlcer deals wlth human behavlor, are not hold gccountable or pald ; on
the basis of results; they are held accountable for following appropriate
professmnal Dpractice.

Let mig illustrate my pomt w1th a personal mmdent Last year I went
to my physxclan because of a pain in my side, which initially she was
not able to diagnose. I paid her because she did what a comipetent
physxclan would do. She took X-rays, had them read by a radiolo-
gist, ordered other cllmcal tests, and ultimately had a body scan done.
She engaged in these professional practices in an attempt to discover
why I had a pain in my side. That she failed to diagnose what caused
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my pain undl the calcification around the healed rib fracture ﬁnally

showed up on later X-rays did not free me from my financial obliga-

tion to her: I do not judge her as incompetent or as not deserving

her fees because the minute fracture in my rib just did not show up

on the initial X-rays: She was responsible for neither the smaliness

of the break nor for the fact that it was in a difficult location to

diagnose. e
Similarly, the classroom teacher ought not be held accountable for

results without careful consideration given to the characteristics of

the students, to the difficulty of the teaching task, and to other situa-
tional factors over which the teacher has little or no control: I stress

this deficiency in the Carnegie report because by overemphasizing

student outcomes as a measure of professional competence and by
linking outcomes to teacher compensation; the Carnegie Task Force
weakens its argument for professionalism centered around the key
question: What should teachers know and be able to do? By focusing
on student outcomes; the key question becomes what must teachers
achieve; not what is appropriate professional practice (based on the
knowledge and abilities of the competent teacher).
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NCATE Redesign

The National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Edqcatlon
(NCATE) is the national accredltmg agency for hlghcr education i in-
stitutions that prepare teachers and other school personnel Smce its

creation in 1954, NCATE has been using a comprehcnslvc set of stan-
dards to accredit (approve) teacher education programs. Imtlally doxm-

nated by higher education institutions; NCATE altered its govermance

structure to give équal representation to the National Education As-

sociation (NEA) in the early 1970s; and in recent years has added

a vanety of professnonal associations and interest groups, ranging from

the National Council for the Social Studies to the American Associa-

tion for Counseling and Development:

NCATE differs substantially from both the Holmes Group and the

Gamegle Task Force First, NCATE represents a cross section of

the education constituencies interested in teucher preparation; whereas

the Hoimes Group represents only the deans from research-oriented

universities and the Carnegie Task Force represents a mixture of edu-

cation and non-education constituencies. Second, over a petiod of three

decadesiNGATE has become the established mechanism for ensur-

ing quality in teacher education programs. The proposals of the

Carnegie Task Force and the Holmes Group represent indirect; if not

direct; challenges to this established (some would say establishment)

mechanism. Third, the standards used by NCATE to accredit pro-
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grams are considerably miore 'cdrﬁp'réhéﬁsiiié than éithér the five

ing Standards and related approaches recommended by the Carnegie
Task Force.

While these factors help us understand how NCATE differs from
the Camegic and Holmes Group proposals; I believe that a more fun-
damental differerice is thie way NCATE historically has approached
the task of accrediting teacher education prosrams. The key element
in the NCATE approach is whether an institution’s programs,
described in a writteri report after a self-study and assessed by a visiting
team, meet a very detailed set of standards. Curreéntly these are 23
standards, falling into six groupings: governance; curricula; faculty;
students resources and facxlmes and evaluatxon program revtew,

be fully implemented in 1988, there w1ll be 19 standards but w1th
94 compliance criteria associated with these 19 standards. The 19

redesrgned standards are now clustered into five groupings: knowl-
edge base for pmfessronal education, relationship to the world of prac-

tice; students, faculty, and governance and resoiirces. In addition,

an institution must now meet 11 preconditions in order to be eligible

for an accredltatlon review by NCATE; iirider the ofd Standards four

precondmons were in effect (NCATE 1982, 1986).

To provide a sense of the specificity of both the standards and the1r

associated complrance criteria, I quote thie goveriiatice standard in the

recently adopted NCATE Redesign and list three of the eight compli-

ance cntena mtended to assess whether an institution meets the stan-

dards on governance:
Governance Standard

The governance system for the professional education unit [departmert
or school of education} ensures that all professional education programs

are organized, unified, and coordinated to allow the filfillment of its

mission. The governance system clearly identifies and definies the unit

submitted for accreditation; clearly specifies the governance system
under which the unit is enabled to fulfill its mission, and demonstrates

in practice the system operates as described.

34 3



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

eriteria for Gompliance

2) The professnonal education unit’s mission is congruent wn.h the in-
stitution’s mission. The unit’s c0mposmon and organizational stric-

ture are clearly described and justified in relation to its mission:

5) An officially designated professional educator within the profes-
sional education unit is responsible for the management of operations
and resources

7) The structure of the unit ensures pamc1patxon of practitioners and
education students in the governance of the unit.

The five other compliance criteria clarlfy the meaning of the gover-

nance standard and help the visiting team conducting a site visit to

make an accurate Judgment as to whether the teachcr education unit
meets the governance standard. S
Besides dlustratlﬁg the specificity of the standards that NCATE uses

to judge quality in a teacher education unit, the example of the gover-

nance standard also indicates how NCATE standards focus on pro-

cedural or process concerns; for example, how a teacher education

unit is governed. Other examples of process-orieated compliance

criteria include: whether the curriculum guidelines of certain profes-

sional learned societies are consulted;, whether the teacher education

unit maintains a rigorous approach to quality control of instruction,

and whether follow-up studies of graduates are conducted to assess

the relevance of the professmnal curriculum: The key element in the

NCATE standards — even before Redesign — is whether the teacher
preparation curriculum is planned; conducted, and reviewed in speci-
fied ways. This focs's on process is in sharp contrast to the Carnegie
Task Force’s emphasis on the key outcome question of what teachers
should know and be able to do. Further; whereas the Holmes Group
has one fundamental process-oriented standard — that professional
education must be conducted at the graduate level — NCATE stan-
dards have literally dozens of such compliance criteria.

NCATE often has been criticized for placing too much emphasis
on how teacher education is ébﬁdﬁétéd and hbt enough emphasis on
compliance criteria are 'aden w1th vague and undefined terms. These
ambiguities can be illustrated by returning to the example of the gover-
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nance standard. What does it mean to “clearly specify” the governance

system? How can one tell if the professional education unit’s mission

is “congruent” with the mission of the institution? What is entailed

by the "pgrtxcipatlon of practltloners and education students in unit

governance? Similar vague terms in the old standards frequently have
led NCATE to make accreditation judgments that are not consistent
across institutions (Wheeler 1980).

To respond to this apparent lack of consistency, NCATE Redesign
will use a new approach to selecting members of visiting teams. In
the past; team m# mbers received modest; if any, training on how to
apply the standards in a consistent and reliable way. Moreover; visiting
team members often served only once a year; or even less frequent-
ly, and chairs of visiting teams often had to “train” their team mem-
bers on the Sunday evening before the three-day site visit started.
Under Redesign; all visiting team members will be drawn from a pool
of several hundred members of a Board of Examiners. These mem-
bers of the Board of Examiners will be selected for their skill in evalu-
ation techniques and will be well traiiied in NCATE processes and
standards (Gollnick and Kunkel 1986}. Members of the Board of Ex-
aminers probably will serve twice a year on site review teams; there-
by improving the consistency of their evaluations (Watts 1986).

Even if the use of well-trained site visitors does improve the con-
sistency of NCATE evaluations across institutions, there remains the
question of whether process-oriented standards — particularly detailed
ones — distinguish good programs from bad. NCATE’s assumption
SEEﬁi§ to be that if all iiiistir*itibhs were to conduct their teacher édij-
teacher education programmmg throughout the country. Although
NCATE Redesign does leave some latitude as to how institutions can
meet the various standards; I continue to be unsure why so much at-
tention is given to program governance and other standards that regu-
late the process in which programs are planned and conducted. A good
shot of 6iitédiii616tiChtéd thinking, éléﬁg the lines of the Camnegie
to do"), would go a,long way towar:l clanﬁung what lS entailed by
quality teaching and; therefore; quality teacher education.
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Conclusion

My plea is that we be both skeptlca.l and very selecuve about ac-

form reports. There are many stimulating ideas in the reform reports;
there are also 1ll—deﬁned questions, incomplete rationales, questiorn-
able solutions, and unexamined assumpuons By using the five ques-
tions I posed at the beginning of this fastback as a framevork for
analyzmg and evaluatmg reform proposals, the reader should be in
a better position to make informed judgments. The magnitude of the
proposals and their unplxcatwns for teacher education and the teach-
ing profession demand that we do no less.
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